The Home of Lords
its times did not seem to be out of tune with itself. For
the greater part of the nineteenth century, reverence for
the aristocracy, as distinct from reverence for wealth, was
still a significant element in the Englishman's outlook.
Men might, on occasion, sneer at it, as both Dickens
and Thackeray were prepared to do. But the reader of
Trollope's novels—a supreme index to the best mind
of the average Englishman in the 'sixties and 'seventies
of the last century—will not discover in them any sug-
gestion that the right of the aristocracy to rule may be
called into question.
It was, indeed, already apparent to Bagehot that this
was because the inferiority of the House of Lords to the
House of Commons was already an established con-
stitutional principle. He approved of the view that in
any conflict between them the Lords must, in the long
run} give way. What he did not see was that the result
of the fusion between aristocracy and wealth would alto-
gether, in a society built upon universal suffrage, trans-
form the place of that chamber in the State. Many factors
contributed to this end* In part, it was the result of the
invention of limited liability; the peers became ^directors
of companies and ceased, in large measure, to have a
separate interest from those of finance and industry* In
part, it was the declining ability of the peers to achieve
the highest places in politics; it is significant that, after
1870, Lord Rosebery is the only peer in our politics
whose reputation was made in the House of Lords.
Partly, again, it was the consequence of the chamber's
great increase in size; no body can pretend to the ex~
clusiveness which is of the essence of aristocracy if it
doubles its numbers in fifty years,
But the real reason for the rise of a rational attitude
to the House of Lords' claim to an effective share in

